earlier counterparts. The basic problem is that many of the theoreticians have lost the capacity to bring into focus the important fine-grained detail while some area specialists only seem to have the capacity to focus narrowly and myopically upon that detail. The future seems to require the development of approaches which proceed coherently and rigorously with the comparison of limited numbers of political systems. In the process, the American political system must be seen as an important and integral case within the laboratory of study of comparativists.
In the end, the consensus of the participants (and audience) attending this roundtable was that comparative politics is alive and well. Led by those who study Latin America, new concepts and ap-
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proaches are constantly being born. The revolution that marked the field in the 1950s and 1960s has quietly institutionalized itself. An important reason for the relatively negative image of comparative politics in the discipline in recent years rests in the self-criticism engaged in by scholars of comparative politics themselves. This self-criticism is in fact a healthy sign and one that promises continuing breakthroughs and transformations in the field in the years ahead.
Area studies and comparative political analysis are inextricably intertwined with one another. The experiences of nationstates across the world provide the material and substance for analysis. Methodological tools and theoretical approaches must have data to organize and interpret. This is the stuff of the area specialist. Increasingly, the tools of the area specialist and the theoretician are found in the kits of the leading scholars of comparative politics. And these scholars must be in continuing communication with one another across countries, cultures, areas, and methodological approaches.
• In the course of these discussions two important subsidiary issues surfaced. Almond doubted the wisdom of (in Skocpol's phrase) "bringing the state back in." Surely a major service of the newer historiography has been to disaggregate the "black box" of the state, to see its actions as products of external and internal factors. Why did some adherents of the newer school want now to re-introduce this "opaque, almost metaphysical entity"? Katzenstein responded that the students of the state are "not a school but a church," albeit quite a broad one; state-centric analysis is only "a way of framing a question."
Katzenstein and Abraham both ad-dressed political scientists' use of history. For Katzenstein, the lessons of his own research were frankly (a) to bastardize history recklessly, even as Gerschenkron confessedly did; and (b) at all costs to avoid the "dirty work" of the historians, especially archival investigation, and to rely on secondary sources. Abraham found precisely this "bastardization" problematic; he saw in Katzenstein's new book a functionalism that might be difficult to reconcile with the broader European evidence. Re source mobilization challenged the previously prevailing assumption that protest movements could be explained simply by reference to the psychological needs and "discontent" of mass participants. Instead, " R M " theory presumed that protesters were rational rather than irrational actors, and focused upon the organizations and resources available to potential protest participants. In succeeding years, " R M " theory increasingly split into two competing perspectives, one of which maintained an organizational focus and the other developing what is sometimes called a "political process" emphasis. The first approach increasingly focused on the appearance of "professional social movement organizations," or "SMOs," groups that had fulltime, paid staffs, cultivated "conscience constituencies," possessed largely "paper" memberships, and concentrated upon manipulating the mass media so as to influence public opinion and hopefully generate elite responses and policy changes.
Jenkins, author of the newly published Politics of Insurgency (Columbia University Press), explained that the "political process" approach has given primacy to indigenous protest mobilization while also acknowledging the importance of reactive external support from movement
